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Response to Amendment 



1 . This is in response to the amendment filed 06/06/2006. 

2. Claims 6-8 and 1 1 are allowed. 

3. Claims 16 and 17 are cancelled. 

4. Applicant's arguments, with respect to the amended claims 1-5, 9-10, 12-15, 18 and 19, 
have been considered but they are not persuasive. 



Quotations of U.S. Code Title 35 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States pnly if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. Claims 1-5, 9-10, 12-15, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,678,714 ("Olapurath") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,038,585 
("Togawa"). 
Regarding claim 1 

Olapurath teaches a production cell comprising 

- a plurality of work performing elements for performing work (see FIG. 1 and col. 2 lines 
57-62, "Fulfiller 1060"), and an information processing device for commanding work 
tasks (see FIG. 1 "task server 1010" and col. 3 lines 4-7), connected to the respective 
work performing elements by communications means (see FIG. 1 "communication link 
1020" and col. 2 lines 63-67); 

- wherein said information processing device outputs a command consisting of a set of task 
units assigned with an execution sequence, to each of the work performing elements (see 
col. 3 lines 25-30); and 

- the work performing elements each store operating programs for respectively executing 
one or more task units (see col. A lines 50-52), and perform work by executing the 
operating programs in the order of the execution sequence, on the basis of the set of task 
units with an assigned execution sequence output by said information processing device 
(see col. 4 lines 55-67). 

Olapurath does not specifically teach the information processing device receiving notifications 
for executability of specific task units from the work performing elements, and based on the 
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received notifications, selecting one of the work performing elements to execute the specific task 
unit. 

However, Togawa teaches an autonomous distributed instruction book control device for 
executing a sequential processing procedures and instruction data contained within an instruction 
book including when a request for executability is made from an instruction book control unit 2 
and instruction processing units (i.e. 7, 7a, and 7b), instruction book management unit receiving 
the notifications by way of instruction book (see FIG. 1, Col. 14 lines 60-63, Col. 15 lines 1-4). 
The instruction book management unit then checks the environment conditions and selects a free 
processor (i.e. instruction processing units 7, 7a and 7b) that meet the operating environment 
conditions to execute the instruction book (see Col. 15 lines 8-15) for the purpose of executing a 
target process from a plurality of target processes using a processing unit that is suited to handle 
the particular target process (see Col. 1. lines 55-60). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate the control device of Togawa with the system of Olapurath because it 
would provide for the purpose of executing a target process from a plurality of target processes 
using a processing unit that is suited to handle the particular target process. 
Regarding claim 12 

Olapurath teaches a production system, comprising: 

- an information processing device outputting a work command as a set of task units (see 
col. 3 lines 25-30); and 
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- work performing elements in communication with the information processing device (see 
FIG. 1, "task server 1010 is in communication with fulfillers 1060") and receiving the 
work command from the information processing device (see Col. 2 lines 59-62). 
Olapurath does not specifically disclose each of the work performing elements making a 
determination as to whether the work performing element can execute a specific one of the task 
units and sending a notification to the information processing device that specific task unit is 
executable if the task unit is executable by the work performing element; wherein the 
information processing device selects one of the work performing elements having sent a 
notification that the task unit is executable. 

However, Togawa teaches an autonomous distributed instruction book control device for 
executing a sequential processing procedures and instruction data contained within an instruction 
book which includes an instruction book processing unit (work performing element) making a 
determination of which of the processes of the tasks is to be executed next (see Col. 2 lines 51- 
54), when a request for executability is made from an instruction book control unit 2 and 
instruction processing units (i.e. 7, 7a, and 7b), instruction book management unit receiving the 
notifications by way of instruction book (see FIG. 1; Col. 14 lines 60-63, Col. 15 lines 1-4). The 
instruction book management unit then checks the environment conditions and selects a free 
processor (i.e. instruction processing units 7, 7a and 7b) that meet the operating environment 
conditions to execute the instruction book (see Col. 15 lines 8-15) for the purpose of executing a 
target process from a plurality of target processes using a processing unit that is suited to handle 
the particular target process (see Col. 1 lines 55-60). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate the control device of Togawa with the system of Olapurath because it 
would provide for the purpose of executing a target process from a plurality of target processes 
using a processing unit that is suited to handle the particular target process. 
Regarding claim 15 

Olapurath teaches a method of executing a sequence of task units, comprising: 

- outputting a work command as a set of task units from an information processing device 
to a plurality of work performing elements (see col. 3 lines 25-30); 

- receiving, at the work performing elements, the work command from the information 
processing device (see col. 3 lines 25-30); and 

Olapurath does not specifically teach determining,, at each of the work performing elements, 
whether the specific work performing element can execute at least one of the task units that is to 
be executed next; notifying the information processing device that at least one of the task units 
can be executed if the work performing element determines that a specific one of the task units 
can be executed by the work performing element; and selecting, at the information processing 
device, one of the work performing elements having sent a notification that the task unit is 
execute the specific task unit. 

However, Togawa teaches an autonomous distributed instruction book control device for 
executing a sequential processing procedures and instruction data contained within an instruction 
book which includes an instruction book processing' unit (work performing element) making a 
determination of which of the processes of the tasks is to be executed next (see Col. 2 lines 51- 
54), when a request for executability is made from an instruction book control unit 2 and 
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instruction processing units (i.e. 7, 7a, and 7b), instruction book management unit receiving the 
notifications by way of instruction book (see FIG. 1, Col. 14 lines 60-63, Col. 15 lines 1-4). The 
instruction book management unit then checks the environment conditions and selects a free 
processor (i.e. instruction processing units 7, 7a and 7b) that meet the operating environment 
conditions to execute the instruction book (see Col. 15 lines 8-15) for the purpose of executing a 
target process from a plurality of target processes using a processing unit that is suited to handle 
the particular target process (see Col. 1 lines 55-60); 

i 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate the control device of Togawa with the system of Olapurath because it 
would provide for the purpose of executing a target process from a plurality of target processes 
using a processing unit that is suited to handle the particular target process. 

Regarding claim 2 

Olapurath teaches wherein the management of the task unit to be executed next is performed by 
the information processing device, each time the work in one task unit is completed (see col. 7 
lines 43-53). 
Regarding claim 3 

Olapurath teaches wherein the management of the task unit to be executed next is performed by 
communications between the work performing elements, each time the work in one task unit is 
completed (see col. 4 line 66 to col. 5 line 4). 
Regarding claim 4 
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Olapurath teaches comprising two or more work performing elements capable of performing the 
work of the same task unit, wherein the work performing element to carry out the work of said 
same task unit is determined by said information processing device (see col. 7 lines 14-19). 
Regarding claim 5 

Olapurath teaches two or more work performing elements capable of performing the work of the 
same task unit, wherein the work performing element to carry out the work of said same task unit 
is determined by communications between the work performing elements, in accordance with a 
previously determined priority order (see col. 7 lines 46-53). 
Regarding claim 9 

Olapurath teaches a new work command can be received and work tasks corresponding to said 
new work command can be executed, while executing work tasks corresponding to another work 
command already received (see col. 7 line 66 to col. 8 line 5). 
Regarding claim 10 

Olapurath teaches the types of said work commands are determined by the types of workpiece 
that are to be processed (see col. 10 lines 33-60). 
Regarding claim 13 

Togawa teaches the instruction book control unit (work performing element) notifying the 
information processing device that execution of one of the task units is possible sends a task 
efficiency value of the executable task unit (see Col. 9 lines 24-35). 
Regarding claim 14 

Togawa teaches wherein the information processing device selects one of the work performing 
elements having sent a notification that the task unit is executable and sends an execution 
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command to the selected work performing element, upon which the selected work performing 
element executes the task unit base on receipt of the notifications that task units are executable 
and the task efficiency values from the work performing elements (see Col. 6 lines 43-51). 
Regarding claim 18 

Togawa teaches receiving, prior to the selection of one of the work performing elements, a task 
efficiency value for the specified task unit from each of the work performing elements capable of 
executing the specified task unit (see Col. 9 lines 24-35); and selecting, based on the task 
efficiency value, one of the work performing elements to execute the specified task unit (see Col. 
6 lines 43-51). 
Regarding claim 19 

Togawa teaches receiving, after execution of a specified task unit, notification that the specified 
task unit is executed (see Col. 13 lines 58-61); and outputting a successive execution command 
to a selected work performing element to execute the next task unit in a task unit execution 
sequence (see Col. 13 lines 61-64). 

Response to Arguments 
In the remarks the applicants argue that cited reference failed to teach: 

I) "the processing units send notifications of executability of specific tasks to the 
information processing device and then the information processing device selects one of the 
work performing elements to execute the specific task unit" 

II) the motivation to combine the prior arts. 
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In response to applicants' argument, 

I) Prior art Togawa (USPN 6,038,585) discloses an autonomous distributed instruction book 
control device for executing a sequential processing procedures and instruction data contained 
within an instruction book including when a request for executability is made from an instruction 
book control unit and instruction processing units (see FIG. 1, control unit 2 and instruction 
processing units 7, 7a, and 7b). By way of instruction book 8, an instruction book management 
unit 3 receiving the notifications for executability sent by the processing units 7, 7a and/or 7b 
(see FIG. 1, Col. 14 lines 60-63, Col. 15 lines 1-4). The instruction book management unit 3 then 
checks environment conditions and selects a free processor within the processing units 7, 7a 
and/or 7b that meets the operating environment conditions to execute the instruction book (see 
Col. 15 lines 8-15). Although not directly, it is clear that the instruction processing units are 
sending the notification of executability to be received by the instruction book management unit 
3 so that arrangement can be made to execute the instruction book by one of the "free 
processors" within a instruction processing unit. Thus, the limitations are taught by the reference. 

II) In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, 
the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and/« re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 
In this case, Olapurath (USPN 6,678,714) is a task management system for processing tasks and 
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Togawa (USPN 6,038,585) is also task processing system for processing tasks within an 
instruction book. The combination of Olapurath and Togawa provides a strong motivation to 
combine because at least they are related in the same technical field and for solving the same 
problem (i.e. tasks processing). From the concepts and advantages of the Togawa reference, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate the task processing features of Togawa with the task management system of 
Olapurath which enable the Olaplurath to execute a target process from a plurality of target 
processes using a processing unit that is suited to handle the particular target process. 
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Conclusion 



8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. . • 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to examiner Thomas Pham; whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3689, Monday to Thursday from 6:30 AM - 5:00 PM EST or contact Supervisor Mr. Anthony 
Knight at (571) 272-3687. 

Thomas Pham 

Patent Examiner 




August 7, 2006 



